
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In the Matter of: 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC ) 
CORPORATION TO ASSESS A SURCHARGE 1 

OF COMPLIANCE WITH ENVIRONMENTAL 1 
REQUIREMENTS OF THE CLEAN AIR ACT 1 

UNDER KRS 278.183 TO RECOVER COSTS ) CASE NO. 94-032 

O R D E R  

On February 28, 1994, Big Rivers Electric Corporation ("Big 

Rivers") filed an application, pursuant to KRS 278.183, for 

authority to establish an environmental surcharge to recover its 

costs of complying with the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 

( "CAAA") and other environmental requirements applicable to coal 

facilities used to generate electricity. Big Rivers' application 

also seeks approval of amendments to its contract with the City of 

Henderson, Kentucky ("Henderson") and the Henderson Utility 

commission ("Utility Commission"). Big Rivers' application for an 

environmental surcharge was originally filed on November 22, 1993 

in Case No. 93-065.' The Commission granted Big Rivera' request 

to withdraw that application by Order dated February 22, 1994. Big 

Rivers refiled its application in the instant case. The Commission 

I Case No. 93-065, City of Henderson, Kentucky, City of 
Henderson Utility Commission, and Big Rivers Electric 
Corporation Application for Certificate of Public Convenience 
and Necessity and to File Plan for Compliance with Clean Air 
Act and Impose Environmental Surcharge. 



has incorporated by reference the records of Case Nos. 91-331,2 

93-341,' and 93-065 into the record of this case. 

KRS 278.183(2) requires the Commission to: (1) consider and 

approve a compliance plan and rate surcharge if the Commission 

finds the plan and rate surcharge reasonable and cost-effective for 

compliance with the applicable environmental requirements of the 

CAAA and those federal, state, or local environmental requirements 

which apply to coal combustion wastes and by-products; (2) 

establish a reasonable return on compliance-related capital 

expenditures; and (3) approve the application of the surcharge. 

The proposed surcharge is to be implemented in July 1995 with 

initial revenues generated in September 1995. Big Rivers estimates 

that during the first two years of the proposed surcharge, from 

September 1995 through August 1997, the monthly demand component of 

the surcharge will average 26.99 cents per billing kilowatt ("kW") 

and the energy component of the surcharge will average 0.038 cents 

per billing kilowatt-hour ("kWh"). During this period, Big Rivers 

estimates its monthly revenues from the surcharge to be 

approximately $610,000. 

The Commission granted motions for full intervention to the 

Attorney General's Utility and Rate Intervention Division ("AG"), 

the Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers ("KIUC") , Henderson, and 

Case NO. 91-331, A Review Pursuant to 807 KAR 5:058 of the 
1991 Integrated Resource Plan of Big Rivers Electric 
Corporation. 

2 

Case No. 93-341, A Review Pursuant to 807 KAR 5:058 of the 
1993 Integrated Resource Plan of Big Rivers Electric 
Corporation. 
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the Utility Commission. A public hearing on this matter was held 

June 6-10, 1994, at the Commission's offices in Frankfort, 

Kentucky. 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN 

As required by KRS 278.183, Big Rivers filed, as part of its 

application, an environmental compliance plan consisting of 

numerous projects to comply with the CAAA and other environmental 

regulations applicable to coal combustion wastes and by-products. 

The CAAA require, inter alia, substantial reductions in emissions 

of sulfur dioxide ("SO,") and nitrogen oxide ("NO,") and continuous 

emissions monitoring. The vast majority of Big Rivers' estimated 

environmental expenditures are directly related to compliance with 

the CAAA. The largest of these compliance projects is the 

installation of a flue gas desulfurization system ("scrubber") at 

Henderson Municipal Electric Power and Light System's Station Two 

Power Plant ("Station Two") .' The few remaining environmental 

expenditures relate to other air quality, water, and waste 

management requirements. 

Big Rivers' compliance plan includes the following actions: 

1. Installation of continuous emission monitors at all units 

and low-NO, burners at all Phase I units. 

2 .  Installation of a scrubber at Station Two in 1995 and 

sharing some existing scrubber facilities with the Green Station. 

4 Station Two is operated by Big Rivers for Henderson with Big 
Rivers being allocated all capacity above and beyond 
Henderson's needs. In 1993, Big Rivers' allocation was 
approximately 83 percent of Station TWO'S total capacity of 
315 MW. 
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3. Switching the Coleman Station to a modlum-sulfur coal of 

2.6 lb. SO,/MMBtu as of 1995. 

4. Increasing the percentage of SO, removod by the existing 

scrubber at the Green Station and substituting Groen into Phase I 

of the acid rain program. 

5. Increasing the percentage of SO, removed by the existing 

scrubber at the Wilson Station beginning in 2000. 

To describe and support its compliance planning efforts, Big 

Rivers has submitted or referenced several documents, including the 

"Acid Rain Compliance Study" filed with its 1931 Integrated 

Resource Plan in Case NO. 91-331, the "Acid Rain Compliance 

Analysis" filed with its 1993 Integrated Reoource Plan in Case No. 

93-341, and the "Clean Air Act Amendmento of 1990 - Compliance Plan 
Reassessment Report" dated November 19, 1993 ("Reaaaessment 

Report") filed in this case. This last report preeente the results 

of Big Rivers' latest reassessment of "all eignificant assumptions 

and forecasts, and viable emissions removal options" in order to 

assure that its selected compliance plan is appropriate.5 

According to Big Rivers, the ReaESeSSment Report demonetrntee that 

"Big Rivers' current compliance plan continues to be the most 

favorable strategy over the short- and long-term and this plan best 

fits the Company's decision criteria."6 Big Rivers further 

~~ 

5 Schultz/Spainhoward Direct Testimony, Exhibit DS-1 at 1. 

Id. 6 - 
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contends that its compliance plan is "reasonable and cost-effective 

within the meaning of KRS 278.183.'" 

KIUC contends that Big Rivers' compliance analysis is flawed 

foe several reasons. First, KIUC asserts that Big Rivers failed to 

consider alternatives to installing scrubbers at Station Two, 

especially switching to a lower sulfur coal at Station Two, at the 

time of the scrubber decision." Big Rivers asserts that it has 

considered options other than scrubbing from the outset of its 

compliance planning. In particular, Big Rivers states that its 

1991 Integrated Resource Plan considered the relative cost of a 

large number of compliance options, including a "complete fuel 

switch to low-sulfur coal at Station Two and Coleman."g 

Second, KIUC contends that Big Rivers overestimated scrubber 

capital costs for a 2000 in-service date, thereby favoring an 

earlier 1995 installation.1° Big Rivers states that the capital 

cost estimates used in the February 1993 acid rain compliance 

analysis filed with its 1993 Integrated Resource Plan were based 

upon the "best available information and its best judgment."11 

Third, KIUC states that the only fuel switching alternative 

considered by Big Rivers in the Reassessment Report was to burn 2.3 

lb SO,/MMBtu coal which would have required substantial capital 

7 Big Rivers Initial Brief at 44. 

B KIUC Post-Hearing Brief at 32-33. 

9 Big Rivers Reply Brief at 18. 
lo 

l1 

KIUC Post-Hearing Brief at 38. 

Big Rivers Reply Brief at 15. 

-5- 



costs for new flue gas condltloning equipment." KIUC a s m r t m  

that a slightly higher sulfur coal (i.e., 2.6 lb. 80,/MMBtu coal) 

would not require such inveotment and would have the same result as 

the 2.3 lb. SO,/MMBtu coal. Big Rivers contendo that the cost of! 

2.3 lb. SO,/MMBtu coal is not significantly differmt than the cost 

of 2.6 lb. SO,/MMBtu coal. Big Rivers stresses that KIUC's 

evidence shows that the sulfur premium between these coals will be 

low." Furthermore, Big RiVerD states that its evaluation of! 2.3 

lb. SO,/MMBtu coal at Station Two showed that switching to this 

type coal was not the least-cost compliance option." 

Fourth, KIUC contends that Dig Rivers Psiled to perform a 

sensitivity analysis with respect to scrubber costs and operating 

costs. KIUC states that these coats appear to be 

underestimated, specifically arguing that Big Rivers' "capital 

costs may be significantly higher than projected based upon cost 

overruns already experienced at the scrubber" and "operating costs 

may be significantly higher than projected because of the 

underestimation of scrubber staff and materials costs."1' 619 

Rivers asserts that KIUC's prediction regarding project cost 

overruns is an "extrapolation which is contrary to all evidence in 

l2 KIUC Post-Hearing Brief at 55. 

l 3  Big Rivers Reply Brief at 18. 

Id. at 19. 1 4  - 
l5 KIUC Post-Hearing Brief at 57. 

Id. 16 - 
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the record. Big Rivers maintains that "all credible evidence 

shows that the scrubber capital cost included in the Big Rivers 

studies is accurate."'D Regarding KIUC's criticisms of its 

projected operating and maintenance ("O&M") costs, Big Rivers 

contends that its projected staffing requirements are based upon 

"extensive experience with scrubber staffing and the staffing 

benefits which flow from sharing facilities."" Furthermore, Big 

Rivers states that its projected annual maintenance materials 

expense was even higher than that recommended by KIUC." 

Finally, KIUC contends that the coal price forecast used by 

Big Rivers in the Reassessment Report was flawed." Specifically, 

KIUC criticizes 1) the basis of Big Rivers' 20-year coal price 

estimate, 2) Big Rivers' failure to use a new barge rate in its 

coal price estimates, and 3) the sulfur premium used by Big Rivers' 

i n  its analyses. Big Rivers asserts that the new barge rate would 

neither diminish nor undermine its coal price evidence. 

Furthermore, Big Rivers notes that since transportation costs would 

be applicable to both high-sulfur and low-sulfur coal purchases, it 

is unlikely that its sulfur premium would be significantly 

affected." Big Rivers contends that two independent coal studies 

l 7  Big Rivers Initial Brief at 26. 

18 Id. at 28. - 
Id. I9 - 

2o Id. at 30. - 
KIUC Post-Hearing Brief at 60. 

zz Big Rivers Reply Brief at 10. 
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that incorporate tho now barga rata ohow ovoii larpor nulpur 

preiniuma than it predicted. 

The AQ contendo that the Btatlon Two norubbor In not noodod to 
meet B i g  Rivers' CAAA compllanoo rorponolbllltlon. Tho AQ olaima 

that 819 RlVOrQ' propoaad compllanoo plan and ourchargo lo an 

elaborate schomc! to gat mora monoy Prom tratlvo load ouatoniaro to 
increase debt repaymanta to tho Rural BlaotrLeloetlon 

Administration ("REA"), wlthout prarenting a ganaral rata O C I L I O . ~ '  

B i g  Rlvero rajecta tho twggaaklon that REA Pavorcd Big Rivorol 

decision to scrub Station Two an a m a n e  to obtaln Paetar repayment 

of Big Rivers debt." 

The Commission i e  not angagad In a prudanoo review of! Dig 

Rlveru' February 1993 dsclalon based on the inf'ormatlon avnllabte 

at that tiinc. Purauant to KRS 278.183, tho Commlaoion io ongagad 

in a revlew of B l g  Rlvero' onvlronmental compllanoo plan to 

determine whether It le currently raaoon~bla and oont-ePPaotlva. 

As such, the review 10 based only on the avldonoo of thlo record. 

In short, tho Commlsolon io maklng l t o  daoiaion banod on tho 

information available In Auguot 2 9 9 4 ,  not what wao avalltlblo 

eighteon months prior to thio doololon. 

Baoed on dlcferlng aooumptlono and noonarloa, tho annlyoaa 

show an economlc benefit under alther a oorubblng or Cual owltohlng 

strategy. For a l l  acenarioa analyzod by o l thar  Big Rivorm or KIUC, 

Id. 11 - 
2 4  AG Brief at 5. 

25 B i g  Rivers R ~ p l y  Brief at 36-38, 
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, 

l l w  dlreerencea I n  kt16 costs of! the scrubber and fuel-awitch 

opI.loii# a r e  two peroent or less oP the present value of revenuo 

r q u 1  reineiitn ("DVRR") Por the applioable planning horlnon. For 

iw# l  O K  l l i o  acsiinrIos aiialyned, however, the diPferenoea in the 

uo#Ls of khe#a two apt.loiis are well below one porcent of the PVHR. 

W I L h  widely d l t C o r l i ~  aasumptlons producing such similar results, 

l l ie  raoord r e f l e c t s  iia clonr advantage Par nither ncrubbing or fuel 

uwILoliIiig, I t l U C  challeiiged several oP Dig Rivers' assumptione, 

iiios1: notab ly  w r i r b b e r  cap1 La1  oosta, scrubber O&M conts, and sulfur 

yreiiil umaI hawwar, 1 t neither reputed thcse assumptions nor showed 

Llina ko b s  unrenaonnble, nio Rivera ePPectivoly rebuttod KIUC's 
ulilIin# ol: ~criibbsr cost overruns and its projections oP additional 
wriil)l)@r opersklng rr tnPP.  Regarding flulfur premiums, Rig Rivers' 

rebiil.l,al, I #  rraiiiewhal: l e s s  persiiaalve, but i t  a t  leaat attempted to 

#iipporl. ~ L M  riiel coat projections. KIUC provided no support for 

I;hr 8111 P u r  preiiilum Included In  i t s  analysos o f  alternative 

uotiiyl I.niioc, # t ; ra l ;egIos.  

Ilirder KRfl 2 7 I l . l R 3 ,  the Coniniission is charged with determining 

I C  a i i L L l l t y ' 8  compliance plan I s  reasonable and cost-oPPoctive.20 

' l ' lim evldeiiw supports a Pindlng that several alternative plana 

( 1  . I ? .  , # i~r i ibb l i ig  In 1995, fuel switching in 1995 then scrubbing i n  

2000, or a ooiiiyLeks fuel swi tch  w i t h  no scrubbing) could be judged 

IIP~.Y_.lm___._ 

''I KZUC ecntends Chat Big Rivers' "smelter rate" tarlPPs imposo 
a standard oC #'prudent and least cost. I l  KIUC Post-Hearing 
IlrleC a(: 43-26, While the statute obviously supertledos tho 
L a r l f f a ,  the Commiaslon notes that KIUC has failed to 
dPmonsLrote Chat D1g RlVCirR' plan is neither prudent nor least 
cof4t * 
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ta be roaiioiifiblo and cost-ePPective. In tho Clnnl analyele, no one 

plan l o  nuporlor to the others. Big Rivera' choeon plan 10 but 0110 

aP af?v@ral plans that m e t  the statutory critaria oP boln9 

renoonable and cost-ePPoctive. TherePore, purounnt to tho etatuto, 

Uig HiverflQ onvironmental compliance plan should bo npprovod. 

SURCHARQE MECHANISM AND CALCULATION 

Hig Rivorfl proposes to recover the costs oP i t e  onvironmantal 

comglinnco plan through a surcharge machanism doeinad in ite 

proposed Environmental Surcharge TariPC. Bi9 RiVerE statoe that 

ita surcharge mechanism was modeled on the Commieeion'e Fuel 

Adjustment Clause ("FAC") and that i t  does not plan to actlvato tho 

ourcharge bnPore July 1995.a'f 

KR8 270.183 provides that a utility may rocover those 

onvironmentnl compliance costa  that are not already Includod In 

oxistlnp rates  through an enviconmontal surchar~o. Bi9 Rivore 

determined that the level oP environmental compliance-relatod 

capital conto, O&M expenses, and AdmlnifJtCatiVO and ganoral 

oxpenf~eo rePlctcted in Its financial otatements Por tho 12-month 

perlod ondlng December 31, 1992 were already includod in it5 

existing ratos.2" It identieled this 12-month perlod ae l t e  base 

perlod, and proposed to comparo the current period actual  costa to 

the base perlod Cor both demand and energy componento to determino 

the amount to bo recovered through the environmental nurcharge. 

The currant period costs, allocated to either demand or onergyr 

' ' I  Big Rivorn Initial Brief! at 55. 

Weet Direct Teetlmony at g r  1 7 r  and 19. 
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ruPleot the curront month’s actual costo oP envlronmontal 

coiiipllanca divided by the appropriate b l l l i n g  unit. The base 

parlod o o ~ t f l ,  a l so  allocated to demand or energy, refloct the 

environmental compliance aosts included In base rates divided by 
the ApproprlaLn billing unlt. The current period coot per billing 

unlt ~ S S S  the corresponding base perlod cost por billing unit 

determlnea the surcharge Por both demand and energy. The current 

period ooats would lnclude adjuutments Por ovor- or under- 

recoveries of! the surcharge. 

I n  addition, Blg Rivers propoees to return tho $22.9 million 

net prooeedn from the 1993 sale of 154,384 emission allowances to 

ratapayers by partially OfPeettlng the book cost of the Station Two 

wrubber and m o r t i x i n g  the proceeds to inaome.lD It propoeee to 

reflect the future sale of allowances in the energy component of 

the surcharge, amortlzlng gaina or ~ O E E E E  baeed on the vintage year 

the aold allowances were Pirst available for use. Big Rivers 

auggests that the 6-month and 2-year reviews required by KRB 

270.383 b e  handled in a manner similar to those used for the PAC. 

KIUC contends that Big Rivers’ suraharge IS unaccoptable. A 6  

an alternative, i t  ha5 presented an inoentive eurcharge, which it 

claims would encourage Blg Rivers to mlnlmizo its envlronmontal 

campllance coett~ and allow Big Rivers to keep any oavings roallzod 

by lnstalllng the Dcrubber.” A detailed eurcharge propoeal was 

provlded after the publlc hearing in reeponee to a Blg R;VOrE data 

’’ Blg Rivers Initial BrLef at 56. 

Taylor Direct TeEthOny at 12. 
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roguest which KIUC was compelled to answer." KIUC'a proposal has 

two categories of costs. The first includes one-time, up-front 

CAAA compliance activities such as tho installation or low-NO, 

burners and continuous cmisslon monitors. The recovory oP these 

costs would be included in the surcharge in a manner similar to 

that proposed by Bi9 Rivors. The aecond category encornpassea SO, 

emission reduction activitiea, including the incremental costs of 

switching Station Two to lower sulfur coal and purchasing 

additional allowances if2 necessary. Ratepayers would only pay the 

costs that would have been incurred had Station Two been switched 

to 2.6 lb. SO,/MMBtu coal. These costs would be determined uaing 

market prlceu for 2.6 lb. SO,/MMBtu coal and estimates of the 

amount of coal that would have been burned at Station Two. The 

ratepayers would neither pay for the scrubber nor recoive any 

bcnefits created by SO, reduction.l2 

KIUC believes that its alternative surcharge would minimize 

the potential Cor contentious proceedings durlng the 6-month and 2- 

year reviewo. Although i t  states that the final details of the 

alternative surcharge would need to be negotiated with Big 

Rivers," KIUC argues that i f  Big Rivers i s  correct that ncrubbing 

Station Two is the leaat cost option, the alternative surcharge 

benefits Big Rivers1 but if KIUC is correct that fuel switching is 

3 1  Big Rivers May 2 ,  1994 Data ReqU06tp Item 7 5 1  Commission's 
Compel Orders dated June 2, 1994 and July 8, 1994. 

KIUC Post-Hearing Brief at 8 0 .  

Transcript of Evidence ("T.E."), Vol. V, June 10, 1994, at 
273-277 * 
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the least cost option, the ratepayers will not be harmed by Big 

Rivers' incorrect compliance decision." Big Rivors challenged 

KIUC's alternative surcharge claiming that it was not permitted 

under KRS 278.183, was inequitable to Big Rivers and its 

ratepayers, and would be impossible to implement.35 

The AG did not file any direct testimony. He indicates that 

a creative approach is needed to ensure that customers only pay for 

those compliance costs for which they are responsible, while still 

allowing Big Rivers to recover its costs. The AG argues that none 

of the Station Two scrubber costs should be charged to ratepayers 

and that Big Rivers has not removed all environmental costs 

presently included i n  existing rates." While not proposing a 

specific surcharge mechanism, he acknowledges that KIUC's proposal 

is appealing in theory, but notes practical problems in 

administering it. First, it will be difficult to estimate the coat 

of lower sulfur coal that was never bought or bid for Station TWO. 

Second, the amount of Station Two power being sold on-system and 

off-system will have to be determir~ed.'~ Big Rivers describes the 

A G ' s  proposed exclusion of Station Two scrubber costs as 

inappropriate and based on faulty assumptions and calculations." 

KIUC Post-Hearing Brief at 79. 

3 5  Big Rivera Initial Brief at 72-77. 

- Id. at 19. 

Id. at 9. 

Big Rivers Reply Brief at 29. 

37 - 
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Henderson and the Utility Commission did not specifically 

address the surcharge proposals in their testimony or  briefs. 

Surcharge Approach 

The Contmission is presented with two opposing approaches for 

determining the eligible environmental costs which can be collected 

through a surcharge. Big Rivers‘ approach compares the 

environmental compliance coats incurred in a current period with 

similar costs contained in a defined base period. This cornparison 

identifies the costs not already included in Big Rivers’ existing 

rates, and which are thuo eligible for collection through a 

surcharge. KIUC’s approach focuses on determining environmental 

compliance costs whlch would have been incurred had Big Rivers 

adopted a fuel switching strategy for Station TWO. KIUC’s approach 

is silent on determining what environmental costs are not already 

included in existing rates. 

Big Rivers’ approach is a reasonable proposal which allows for 

recovery of those environmental costs not included in existing 

rates. In addition, the 12 monthe ending December 31, 1992 is a 

reasonable choice for a base period. The comparison of a recent 

financial period with a base period allows foe the determination of 

what costs are not included in existing rates. This approach 

satisfies the requirements outlined in KRS 278.183. 

KIUC’s approach, on the other hand, conflicts wlth KRS 

278.183. It does not allow for recovery of incurred costs, but 

instead permits recovery of costs based on the cost of fuel 

switching. The two are not necessarily the same. 

-14- 



Neither is KIUC's proposal reasonable. It is difficult to 

implement because it relies on ongoing speculation as to the cost 

of low sulfur coal. This mechanism amounts to a lottery whereby 

the ratepayers win if the cost of low sulfur coal is below Big 

Rivers' expectations, but lose if scrubbing costs are lower because 

they would not receive the benefits of the savings. More to the 

point, the KIUC proposal is unacceptable because there is no 

determination of what costs are already included in existing rates. 

F)ualifyinq Costs 

Big Rivers proposes to compare its current monthly level of 

environmental compliance costs per billing unit to the base period 

environmental compliance costs per billing unit, with the 

incremental difference being the amount recovered through the 

surcharge. This method is patterned after the FAC and would work 

in a similar manner, except the cost would be broken down into 

demand and energy components. The determination of either the 

current or base period costs includes: 

1. A debt service component on Big Rivers' undepreciated 

balance of environmental utility plant, construction work in 

progress, and inventories of lime, limestone, spare parts, 

materials, supplies, and emission allowances. 

2. Depreciation or amortization of leasehold improvements, 

taxes, and insurance on environmental utility plant. 

3. Environmental O&M expenses. 

4. Environmental administrative and general expenses. 
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5. Value of emission allowances consumed and the 

amortization of gains or losses on the sale of allowances. 

6. Compliance-related purchased power, where an 

environmental compliance charge is specifically identified in the 

cost and other pollution control activities allowed by KRS 

278. 183.19 

The Commission adopts the approach proposed by Big Rivers, 

with the following modifications. First, reflecting the 

Commission's decision concerning the surcharge allocation, 

discussed later in this Order, current and base period 

environmental costs will not be allocated between demand and energy 

components. A surcharge factor will be calculated by taking the 

difference between the total monthly environmental compliance costs 

for the current and base periods, and dividing the result by total 

company revenues in the corresponding period. Second, KRS 

278.183(4) requires that the cost of any consultant employed by the 

Commission to assist in reviewing a utility's compliance plan be 

included in the surcharge. Therefore, this cost should be included 

in the determination of the current period environmental costs for 

the first month the surcharge is calculated. Third, the proceeds 

from the Environmental Protection Agency's withheld allowance 

auctions should be returned to ratepayers in the same manner Big 

Rivers has proposed for other future allowance sales. Fourth, any 

proceeds received by Big Rivers Prom the sale of scrubber by- 

products should be included as a cost offset in the month the 

39 West Direct Testimony at 4 .  
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proceeds are received. Fifth, the ending inventory of emission 

allowances should be valued using the weighted average cost method 

required by the REA and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

[ "FERC"). The emission allowance expense, as defined in Account 

No. 509 by REA and FERC, should be included in the determination of 

the current period environmental costs. Finally, the accounting 

and surcharge treatments proposed by Big Rivers for the $22.9 

million net proceeds from the 1993 emission allowance sale are 

rejected. The required accounting and surcharge treatments are 

described later in this Order. 

Big Rivers identified the accounts and subaccounts it proposed 

to include as part of the base period environmental O&M 

expenses.40 This listing is generally acceptable. Appendix A of 

this Order provides a complete listing of the accounts and 

subaccocnts to be included in both the base and current periods' 

O&M expenses. No account or subaccount ma) be added or deleted 

without prior Commission approval. 

The Commission expects the actual scrubber costs and expenses 

to be in line with Big Rivers' estimates. Failure to document and 

justify any overruns could result in disallowances to be determined 

at the 6-month or 2-year reviews. 

Both KIUC and the AG have suggested that Big Rivers' Board of 

DfreCtOrS violated KRS 279.140 when it authorized the sale of 

emission allowances without notice to and. approval by its 

" Response to Item 86(b) of the Commission's January 14, 1994 
Order. 
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membership." The Commission finds no merit to HIUC's and the 

AG's argument. 

Big Rivers' allowance transfer and sale activities demonstrate 

the need for a management strategy for allowances. Big Rivers 

should consider developing an emission allowance management 

strategy which addresses, among other things, Big Rivers' 

objectives for purchasing and selling allowances, the role of 

emission allowances in its compliance strategy, and its forecasts 

of emission allowance prices. Appendix A to the Commission's July 

19, 1994 Order in Case No. 93-465" demonstrates the areas to be 

addressed to develop an acceptable strategy in a similar case. 

Accounting and Surcharge Treatment for 1993 Emissions Sale 

In 1993, Big Rivers financed a portion of the Station TWO 

scrubber with the net proceeds from the sale o€ 154,384 base 

allowances, approximately $22.9 million. Big Rivers proposed to 

reflect these proceeds in its surcharge calculations by reducing 

the original book cost of the scrubber by $12.9 million and 

amortizing the remaining $10.0 million to income based on the 

vintage years of the allowances sold.43 This income would offset 

environmental costs included in the surcharge calculation. Big 

Rivers indicated that i t  had requested REA approval for the 

41 

4 2  

KIUC Post-Hearing Brief at 76 and AG Brief at 2. 

Case NO. 93-465, The Application of Kentucky Utilities Company 
to Assess a Surcharge Under KRS 278.183 to Recover Costs of 
Compliance With Environmental Requirements for Coal Combustion 
Wastes and By-products. 

West Direct Testimony at 6. 4 3  
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treatment of the $12.9 million portion of the proceeds," but as 

of the hearing date i t  had not received a response." REA 

subsequently rejected this proposal and indicated the final 

accounting treatment would be dependent on the Commission's 

regulatory determinations." Big Rivers therefore has requested 

Commission approval of the original proposal." 

The Commission finds that this request should be denied. Tho 

Uniform System of Accounts ("USoA")  does not provide for crediting 

gains from allowance sales to the plant accounts which may have in 

part generated the allowances. Further, it is inappropriate to net 

the $12.9 million proceeds against plant, returning the income to 

ratepayers over the life of the scrubber. Rather, the proceeds 

should be credited against environmental costs over the vintage 

years of the allowances sold. The aold allowances were for the 

vintage years 1995 through 1999. Therefore, Big Rivers should 

record the entries necessary to account for the $22.9 million net 

proceeds in Account No. 254, Other Regulatory Liabilities. It 

should use a separate SUbACCOUnt of Account No. 254 for specific 

identification purposes. Beginning with the first month the 

surcharge is applied, Big Rivers should amortize the proceeds to 

Response to Item 82 of the Commission's January 14, 1994 Order 
and Response to Item 47 of the Commission's March 21, 1994 
Order. 

" T.E., V o l .  IV, June 9, 1994, at 158-159. 

'' Response by Big Rivers to Hearing Requests filed July 18, 

'' Big Rivers Initial Brief at 57. 

1994, REA Letter to Big Rivers dated June 22, 1994. 
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Account Na. r l l l . O 1  Qains from Disposition of Allowances. The 

amortizatloir period ohould match tho vintage years of the 

allowances rrold in 1993. AO emission allowanceo repreeent a permit 

to omit SO, In epocific time periods, using vintage year for 

amortization purpooou will more closely match the periods in which 

tho allowances could have benefit to Big Rivers and its ratepayers. 

Thio niothod will 8180 refund the proceeds in the same mannor i n  

which they will be charged to income under the UBoA, thoreby 

achleving a consietent accounting treatment. The amortization 

ohould bo porformed monthly and because it will begin in July 199!iI 

tho 1995 vintage year osle proceeds ehould bo amortlzed over 6 

montho 1not.oiid of 12. 

Whlle Big Rivers did propose a means to return the benefits of 

tho allowance oale to its ratepayers, it has enjoyed this $22.9 

million benoflt since the f a l l  of 1993 and will continue to do eo 

until tho surcharge begins In July 1995. Therefore, Big Rivers 

ohould accruo a carrylng charge on the unrefunded portion of the 

$22.9 million not proceeds Prom the date of this Order and until 

tho P u l l  $22.9 million hae been amortized to Account NO. 411.8. 

From tho date of this Order until July  1995, the carrying charge 

ahould be a fixed rate equal to Big Rivers' weighted average cost 

of dabt ao of the Order date. From July  1995 until the $22.9 

million hao boon fully amortized to Account NO. 411.8, the carrying 

charge should bo the rate of return used in computing the 

surcharge. This carrylng charge will be added to the balance of 
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the $22.3 million and returned to ratepayers in subeequent 

surcharge calculations. 

The unamortized balance in Account No. 254 rolated to tho 1993 

allowance sale and the related monthly amortization ehould be 

treated as offsets in the calculation of the current period 

environmental coots. Big Rivers should reduce tho current period 

environmental rate base by the unamortized balance of Account No. 

254 to calculate the debt service component. The monthly 

amortization to Account No. 411.8 should reduce current period 

costs. In this manner, the proceeds will be equitably returned to 

Big Rivers' ratepayers, consistent with proper UEoA accounting. 

The accrued carrying charge should also be returned to ratepayers 

by reducing current period costs. The amortization and return to 

ratepayers should be completed by the end of 1999. 

Review and Audit Process 

Big Rivere states that operation of the surcharge ehould be 

similar to the FAC, and proposes reporting formats for the monthly 

calculation based on that clause. Because of the modiflcatione 

made to Big Rivers' proposal, these formats have also boen revieed 

and are attached to this Order a8 Appendix B, which includee 

formats for information to be filed at the time of the 6-month and 

2-year revlews. The monthly formats should be filed when Big 

Rlvers submits the amount of the monthly surcharge. As experienoe 

is gained in the monthly reporting and review proceeeea, the 

Commission may modify these formats or preecrlbe additional 

formato. A form to be prepared by Big Rivore when i t  propoees to 
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include a now capital investment i n  the eurchargo hae aleo been 

included. Any new capital investment prOpOEOd Por incluaion in the 

surcharge will undergo prior Commiesion review. 

In addition to the 6-month and 2-year Pormal reviewe, the 

Commieaion will have ita BtaPP perPorm on-site audita of! the 

surcharge as nsceeeary. Over- and under-recoveriae of! the 

Burcharge, which would reeult Prom diPParencea in the eurcharge 

actually billed and the revenuee collected, will be determined at 

the 6-month reviews. Over- or under-recovoriee will be repundad or 

collected over the next 6-month period through an adjuetment to the 

surcharge factor. 

Formula to Calculate the Burcharge Factor 

The Environmental Burcharge QrOEe Revenue Requirement, E ( m ) ,  

will be equal to the difference between the average monthly base 

period and monthly current period environmental coate. The 

determination oP the baoo period environmental costs is ehown in 

A p p m d i x  B on E8 P'orm 2.0. The determination oP the current period 

environmental costs is shown in Appendix B on E# Form 3.0. The 

Environmental Surcharge Factor is calculated by dividing E(m) by 

the Monthly Rovenue for the Current Expense Month R(m). 

SURCHARGE ALLOCATION 

Big Rlvors proposes to allocate its environmental compliance 

Coat0 into demand and energy components An d  apply ourchargeu to 

both lts demand and energy rates. It proposes to calculate its 

onvironmontal surcharge based on total sales,  which include both 
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member sales to its cooperatives And non-member, or off-system, 

oales to other utilities. 

KIUC recommends allocating environmental compliance costs 

baaed solely on energy (kWh) sales, KIUC argueo that Big Rivers' 

proponal would cause member sales to bear A disproportionate SharO 

of compliance costs because it is heavily weightod toward demand 

costs and bocause such a large share of B1g Rivers' off-syetem 

sales are economy energy sales which include no demand cost 

component. The AG agrees. 

There is some degree of merit in proposals. However, when 

dealing with only one category of costs, namely environmental 

compliance costs, the Commission is not inclined to depart from the 

cost allocations reelected in existing rates unless there is 

compelling evidence to support such A departure. The parties did 

not present compelling argumonts for departlng from the allocation 

o f  costs reflected in Big Rivers' exlsting rates nor did they file 

cost-of-service studies to support their proposals. 

A third method that will better maintain the cost allocations 

reflected in Big Rivers' existing rates should be used. The 

percentage-of-revenues method has been used in rate cases to 

achieve this end. Under this approach, the environmental 

compliance revenues would be divided by total revenues to calculate 

a percentage which would then be applled to bills to derive the 

surcharge amounts. 

This method is also prefeCrAbl0 because Big Rivers' non-member 

economy energy sales are large relative to its member sales. A 
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portion of theoo economy eale8  i m  mado in l l a u  of! the Plrm oPP- 

system sales eovioloned In Big RiveKO' debt reetructurlng plan and 

do not includa the demand coet componont firm saloa would have 

included. Under Big RIVOKB' prop0881 thooo Bale8 Would bo 

allocated no demand coats, while under KIUC'o gropooal they would 

be allocated demand coste ao iP they wore Pirm oalee. Oiven Big 

Riveroo level of economy energy oaleo, tho porcontage-oP-revonues 

approach will result in the moat equitable allocation of ooete 

between member and non-member salee. 

RATE OP RETURN 

As part of its Environmental Burchargo Tarlff, Big Rivora 

proposes to eotabllsh it5 rato of roturn 80 the wolghtod avorage 

cost of ito outstanding debt. The return would be calculated 

monthly in determlnlng the rovenuo roguirement for tho demand 

surcharge component. NO other party ouggeoted an nltoenative 

return and Big Rivero' proposal to baoe Its return on Its debt coot 

is reasonable. However, the rate ehould be fixed, ao a monthly 

calculation would unnecesearlly complicate the surcharge Pilings. 

The rate should be calculated lnltlally when Big Rivero files its 

first monthly surcharge rate. Thoreafter, the return ohould be 

reviewed and adjusted in the 6-month and 2-year canes. 

Big Rivers is negotiatlng with REA to rostructure its debt or 

otherwise obtain some interest reduction or debt f'orglveneea. In 

the event Big Rlvero oucceede, it should notify the Commleeion of 

the reeulte and reflect the reeulte in its next monthly Pillng. 
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CONTRAC'P AMENDMENTS 

Big Rivers and Henderoon requeat that the Commiaaion approve 

several amendments relating to their 1970 contract. Dig Rivctro 

states that the amendments incorporate changes recogniaing the 

addition of scrubbers at Station Two and mamorialiae practicea of 

the parties which have not previously been included in formal 

contract documents." It claims the amondmrtnts are just and 

reasonable for it and its ratepayere. 

KIUC argues that the terms and conditions oP tho amendmonta 

are neither roasonable nor prudent and should not be approved. 

KIUC states that the proposed modification todeeault provisions is 

unacceptable, that the amendmento are economically flawed and of 

dubious value to Big Rivers, and that REA usod the amendments to 

obtain additional remedies and payment0 on Big Rivers' outstanding 

debt. 4'1 

Further review of the amendments is necensery. KRS 

278.183(2)(4) requires that, within 6 inonths oP submittal, the 

CommLssion must conoider and approve the compliance plan and 

surcharge if it finds the plan and surcharge reasonable and cost- 

ef!f!ective. The amendments are not an integral part oP the 

compliance plan proposed by Big Rivers, and thus are not subject to 

tho 6-month requirement. Therefore, the Corninlesion will rule on 

them at a later date. 

'O  

OI 

Big Rivere Initial Brief! at 4 .  

KIUC poet-~earing Brief at 65-75. 
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IT IS THEREPORE ORDERED that1 

1. Big Rivors’ compliance plan conoleting oP projocts to 

meet Poderal, utato and local onvlronmental law and ragulations ie 

approvod. 

2. Big Riveroo Environmental Burchargo Tariff, (La modified 

horcin, is approvod Por aorvlco rondorod on and aPter September 1, 

1994. 

3. Big Rlvaro’ rate oP roturn Lor tho onvlronmental 

surcharge shall bo lto wolghtad avorago cost of! debt. The rate of 

return shall bo dotormined at the filing of the Piret monthly 

surcharge and shall romain Plxsd during that 6-month period. It 

shall be rovlowod and ro-ootablluhmd durlng the 6-month review 

caso. 

4. In tho ovcnt Blg Rlvoru oucceeefully renegotiatae ito 

debt with REA, B l g  Rivorr ahall notLCy the Commission of tho 

renegotiation rosulto within 10 days oP Ita consummation. The 

ePCect oP tho ronegotlation on Blg Rlvoro wolghted average coet oP 

debt o h a l l  bc? rcflectod in it5 next monthly Burcharge filing. 

5 .  Tho reporting formato lncludod in Appendix B shall be 

uoed, as spocIPlcd, for oach monthly Piling, 6-month review, 2-yoar 

review, and new pullutlon control capital lnvootment. 

6. The accounting kroatmont reguaoted by Blg Rivers Cor ito 

1993 Dale of omiaoion allowancoo 15 donlod. Big Rivers ehall 

follow the accountlng treatmont doacrlbad ln thla Order. 
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7 .  Big Rivers shall accrue and pay a carrying charge on the 

unamortieed proceeds from its 1993 emissions allowance sale as 

prescribed in this Order. 

8. Within 30 days of the date of this Order, Big Rivers 

shall file with the Commission revised tariff sheets setting out 

the Environmental Surcharge Tariff as approved. 

Done at Frankfort, Kentucky, this 31st day of August, 1994. 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

ATTEST: 

a Execut ve D rector 



APPENDIX A 

APPENDIX TO AN ORDER OF THE KENTUCKY PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
IN CASE NO. 94-032 DATED AUGUST 31, 1994. 

SCHEDULE OF ACCOUNTS AND SUBACCOUNTS TO BE INCLUDED IN THE 
CALCULATION OF BIG RIVERS' ENVIRONMENTAL SURCHARGE 

e Acco- 

Steam Expenoes 100, 110, 200. 210, 300, 301, 
310 311 320 400 401 410 

The Current Period Expenoe Accounts and Subaccounto will include all Base Period 
Accounts and Subaccounto, as well no Account No. 509, Allowancso, the subaccount 
uood to record the conoultant coots, nnd account0 or oubaccounto for leaoehold 
amortization. 



APPENDIX B 

APPENDIX TO AN ORDER OF THE KENTUCKY PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
IN CASE NO. 34-032 DATED AUGUST 31, 1994. 

INDEX OF REPORTING FORMATS FOR BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
ENVIRONMENTAL SURCHARGE 

[Monthly, 6-Month Review, 2-Year Review, and Future Projects] 

tina F W :  

ES Form 1.0 

ES Form 2.0 

ES Form 2.1 

ES Form 2.2 

E9 Form 2.3 

ES Form 2.4 

ES Form 3.0 

E9 Form 3.1 

E9 Form 3.2 

E9 Form 3 . 3  

E9 Form 3.4 

E9 Form 3 . 5  

E9 Form 4.0 

Calculation of E(m) and Environmental Surcharge 
Factor 

Base Period Environmental Revenue Requirement 

Base Period - Plant, Accumulated Depreciation, 
and CWIP 

Base Period - Inventory of Lime, Limestone, 
Spare Parts, and Materials & Supplies 

Base Period - Depreciation Expense, Insurance 
Expenoc, and Taxes Other Than Income 

Base Pc?r*od - Operation & Maintenance Expenses 
and Administrative & General Expenses 

Current ?eriod Environmental Revenue 
Requir went 

Current Pcriod - Plant, Accumulated 
Depreciation, and CWIP 

Current Period - Inventory of Lime, Limestone, 
Spare Parts, and Materials & Supplies 

Current Period - Inventory of Emission 
Allowances 

Current Period - Depreciation Expense, 
Insurance Expense, and Taxes Other Than Income 

Current Period - Operation & Maintenance 
Expenses and Administrative & General Expenses 

Monthly Revenue Computation R(m) 



2-Year Review F~umt~!: 

ES Form 5.0 Recap of Billing Factors and Revenue 

ES Form 5 . 1  Recap of Environmental Debt Service Components 

ES Form 5.2 Recap of Pollution Control Operating Expenses 
and Amortization of Allowance Sale Proceeds 

-: 

ES Project New Pollution Control Capital Inveatments 
[To be completed only when proposing an 
additional capital investment for inclusion in 
the Surcharge. 1 

Note: All Monthly Reporting Formats (ES Form 1.0 through ES Form 
4 . 0 )  are to be filed 10 days before each monthly environmental 
surcharge is scheduled to go into effect, with the exception of the 
Base Period Formats (ES Form 2.0 through ES Form 2.4), which are 
only required to be filed at the beginning of each 2-Year Review 
cycle. 



ES Form 1.0 

BIQ RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION - ENVIRONMENTAL SURCBARQE REPORT 
CALCULATION OF E(m) AND ENVIR0"TAL SURCBARQE FACTOR 

CALCULATION OF E(m) 

E (m) is the Monthly Environmental Surcharge Gross Revenue 
Requirement. 

For the Expenso Month of 

E(m) = Net Current Period Monthly Environmental 
Revenue Requirement minus Average Monthly Base 
Period Environmental Revenue Requirement 

Net Current Period Monthly Environmental 
Revenue Requirement, 
from E8 Form 3.0 $ 

Average Monthly Base Period 
Environmental Revenue Requirement, 

Monthly Environmental Surcharge Gross 

from ES Form 2.0 $ 

Revenue Requirements, E (m) $ 

CALCULATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL SURCHARGE FACTOR 

E(m) : Monthly Environmental Surcharge Gross 

R(m) : Monthly Revenue for the 

Environmental Surcharge Factor: E (m) /R (m) = 

Revenue Requirement = $  

Current Expense Month = $  

(% of Revenue) 

Effective Date for Billing: 

Submitted By: 

Title: 

Date Submitted: 



ES Form 2 . 0  

BIQ RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION - ENVIRONMENTAL GURCHARQE REPORT 
BASE PERIOD ENVIRONMENTAL REVENUE REQUIREMENT 
For the 12 Months Ending December 31, 1992 

DETERMINATION OF DEBT SERVICE COMPONENT 



ES Form 2.1 

BIQ RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION - ENVIRONMENTAL SURCHARQE 
BASE PERIOD FINANCIAL INFORMATION 

PLANT, ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION, AND CWIP 
For the 12 Month6 Ending December 31, 1992 

For the Base Period, list the balances for all eligible Pollution Control Utility Plant in Servico, the 
associated Accumulated Depreciation, and CWIP as of December 31, 1992. Organize information first by station 
or location, then list utility plant in oervice before CWIP. Use only original booked costs and actual booked 
balances. Include as many pages of this form as needed to report Base Period balances, identifying these a8 
"Page - of - ". The Base Period information will only need to be filed at the beginning of each 2-year 
cycle. 



BIG RIVERS SLECTRIC CORPORATION - ENVIRONMENTAL BURCXARaP 
BASE PERIOD FINANCIAL INFOMATION 

INVENTORIES OF LIME, IJMESTONE, SPARE PARTS, AND MATERIALS L SVPPLIEB . For the 11 Month. Ending Dmaombor 31, 1992 

Type of Coleman 
Inventory 

areen Reid Wilson HMP&L 
8tation Two 

Lime : 
Tons 
Dollars 6 6 8 8 5 

Tone 

Dollars 6 6 6 8 5 

I $/Ton 6 6 6 5 5 

Spare Parts 6 5 6 6 5 

Where applicable, provide the Base Period information for environmental compliance COrtx. Amount. are to be 
for the 1 2  months ending December 31, 1992. If the inventory type lirted for a particular station 1. not 
applicable, mark an "NA." The Base Period information will only need to be filed at the beginning of  each 2- 
year cycle. 

Materials k 



ES F O ~  1 . 3  

BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION - ENVIRONMENTAL SURCRARGE 
BABE PERIOD FINANCIAL INFORXATION 

DEPRECIATION EXPENSE, INBVRAWCE EXPENBE, 
AND TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

For tho 12 Months Ending Daouabmr 31, 1991 

Ineurance Exponee 
(Liet Applicablo subaccount NOQ. and Titles) $ 

I I Total Ineuranca Expense I $  
For the Baee Period, liet the balance8 for the appropriate accounts and 
eubaccounte related to oligible pollution control capital oxpenditures. For each 
main account, list the applicable subaccount numbers and titles. Amounts are to 
be for the 12 month8 ending December 31, 1991. The Baae Period information will 
only need to be filed at the b0giMing of each 2-year cycle. 



BIQ RIVERE ELECTRIC CORPORATION - ENVIRONMENTAL BURCHARQE 
BABE PERIOD FINANCIAL INFORMhTION 

OPERATION P MAINTENANCE EXPENSES AND 
ADMINIBTRATIVE B QENERAL EXPENBEB 

F o r  tha 12 Month. Ending Doaombar 31, 1992  

ADMINIETRATIVE AND aENNWIL EXPENORO 

For the Baoe Period, list tho balancarr for the appropriate aocounts nnd 
oubaccounta relnted to Eligible pollution control capital expenditures. For aaoh 
main account, list the a plicabla EUbacCOUnt numbars and titles. Amountn are to 
be for the 12 months andfng December 31, 1992. The Oase Period informntion will 

For Account No. 5 5 5 ,  attach supporting documantation which demonstrntea that this 
oxpenoe qualifies no an environmental compliance item. 

only need to be filed at the beginning Of eaCll 2-yeUr CyCle. 



ES Farm 9 .0  

BIG RIVER8 ELbCTRIC CORPORATION - PNVIRONMENTAL flIlRCUAROE REPORT 
CURRENT PBRIOD RNVIRONML#NTAL REVENUP REQUIRlVMENl' 
For the 8xponnr Month or ___- 

CURRENT PERIOD MON'l'lItY lCNVXI<ONMlkN'l'Ab RI%VRNtIR REQUIREMENTS 
11 



E8 Form 3.1 

BIG RIVER8 ELECTRIC CORPORATION - ENVIRONMENTAL BURCHARQE 
CURRENT PERIOD FINANCIAL INPOWATION 

PLANT, ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION, AND CWIP 
For tho Expanam Month of 

For the Currant Period, lint tho balnncao for all ellglble Pollution Control Utility Plant In Service, the 
aoooclated Accumulated Depreciation, and CWIP a5 of the end of the Expenoe Month. Organize informatlon flrot 
by otation or locatlon, than lint utlllty plant in oervice before CWIP. Use only original booked coots and 
actual booked bnlancen. Include ao many pagen of thlo form ao needed to report Current Period balances, 
Identifying thane a0 “Page - of -I’ 



810 RIVER8 ELECTRIC CORPORATION - ENVIRONUENTAL B W X C W O E  
CUXRENT PERIOD TIWMCIAL ItWOWATION 

1"TORIES OT LIW, LIWBTOW, SPARE PARTE, AND XATIRIALB (1 BUOPLIEB 
Tor thc Exponmo Xonth of 

~ y p m  or 
Invantory 

Lime I 

Colanun arman ROid Wilson HMDLL 
Station Two 

Dollarm 

$/Ton 
Limemtonei 

where applicable, provide tha Currant Deriod infornution Lor enviromntal compliance coats. Amounts are to 
ba aa of tha end of tha Expanae Uonth. If tha inventory typo listed Zor A particular atation is not Applicable, 
mark Am "Nh." 
Attach a meparate workahaat providing A dmtailad arulysim 02 tha Spare Dart0 inventory shown Zor each Station. 

Q Q 4 8 5 

0 4 a 5 9 



E8 Form 3 . 3  

~~ 

Beginning 
Inventory 

BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION - ENVIRONMENTAL SURCHARQE REPORT 
CURRENT PERIOD FINANCIAL INFORMATION - INVENTORY OF EM18SION ALLOWANCES 

For the Expense Xonth of 
~ 

Allocation, 
Allocations/ Utilized Sold Ending Purchase or 
Purchases Inventory sale Date sr 

Vintage Yrs. 

ALLOWANCES FROM OVER-CONTROL (OVER-SCRVBBINQ) : 

Quantity I 
ALLOWANCES FROM PURCHASES: . 

II 1) TOTAL EMISSION ALLOWANCES IN INVENTORY, ALL CLASSIFICATIONS: 
Dollars 

$/Allowance 

ALLOCATED ALLOWANCES FROM EPA: 

II 11 Dollars 



ES Form 3.4 

BIQ RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION - BNVIR-AL SURCEARQE 
CURRENT PERIOD FINANCIAL INFORMATION 

DEPRECIaTION EXPENEE, INBmCANCE EXPWBlC, 
AND TAXES OTXER TBAN INCOW 

For thm Expan80 Xonth of 

1 
ACCOunt 
Numbar 

403 

Account Title, Currant Period 
Subaccount Number and Titla Balanca 

Dapraciation Expansa 
(List Applicabla subaccount Nos. and Titlam) $ 

Total Dapraciation Expanma $ 

408 Taxas Othar Than Incoma 
(Lint Applicable Subaccount Nos. and Titlaal $ 

Total Taxas Other Than Incoma $ 

914 Inauranca Expanaa 
(List Applicabla subaccount Nos. and Titlam) $ 

Total Insuranca Expanse 6 
i u 

main account, list tho appiicabfa subaccount numbare and tiilea. 
be for tho Expanse Month only. 

Amounts era to 



ES Form 3 . 5  

BIQ RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION - ENV1RO"I'AL SURCHARQE 
CURRENT PERIOD FINANCIAL INFORtdATXON - OPERATION & MAINTENANCE 

EXPENSES AND ADMINISTRATIVE & QENERAL EXPENSES 
For the Expense Month of 

For the Current Period, list the balances for the appropriate accounts and 
subaccounts related to eligible pollution control capital expenditures. For each 
main account, list the applicable subaccount numbers and titles. Amounts are to 
be for the Expense Month only. 
For Account No. 555, attach supporting documentation which demonstrates that this 
expense qualifies as an environmental compliance item. 



* I *  E8 Form 4.0 

810 RIVER8 ELECTRIC CORPORATION - ENVIRONMENTAL BWRCHARQE REPORT 
MONTRLY REVENUE COXPUTATION R ( d  

For  tha Expansa Month of 

COMPUTATION O F  R(m)  

ar Balas Excludin 

R (m) rspraoants the total company revenue (Mamber and Non-Mamber Balas) axcluding 
Environmental Burcharga ReVeIIUOO. 



EB Form 5 . 0  

BIQ RIVERB ELECTRIC CORPORATION - ENVIRONMENTAL BURCHARQE 
RECAP OF BILLINQ BACTORB AND RIDVrnNUE 

BIX MONTH AND TWO ymm REVIEW 

For the Period through 

For ench Expenee Month lncludsd In ths 6 Month Raviaw Period, lirrt tho approprlata bllllng factora and revcnusa. 
At the 2 Year Rsvlew, provide thio Information for tho antlrs ravlow parlod. 
DO Not Include Baee Psriod Information on thla echeduls. 

FAC lo Pus1 Adjustment Clauesi E9 l o  Environmental surcharge. 

Note 1: 

Nota 2 :  

Note 3 :  
Nota 4 :  

E(m) I Nst Currant Psriod Monthly Environmsntal Rovenus Raquiremsnt minuo Average Monthly Baae Period 
Envlronmsntal Ravenus Rsqulrsmont 

Net of ths month'a Environmental Surcharge Factor and the appropriate Over/(Undorl Collection 
adiuetment. Show tha calculation of tha Over/(Undarl Colloctlon adjuatmont on a asparatoly 
atiachsd workahset . 

Column 5 tlmsa Column 6 
Show the calculation of ths Ovar/(Under) Collection amount on a aoparataly attached workahoot. 



a m  RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION - m1n-u  SWRCXAROE 
81% I(0" AND Two YmAx mw1m 

RECAP OI IWV1R-U DBBT SBRVICE CONPONENTS 
For tha Pariod through 

ES Form 5.1 . 

Accum. Unomort I 

on Account 
Eligible Eligible Rligi 

Curront Pollution Pollution poilu I Expano-- ronrrnl 

I :s:x I 
)I Month 

Environ, 
Dobt 

Bervico 
.bl* No. 2 5 4  - and Componont 
tion 1993 Lime Materialo Bmiooion [COl. ( 2 )  

Control Control Allowanae and & Allow- + ( 3 ) - l 4 ) -  
Ea10 Limortona Eupplieo ancoo ( 5 ) + ( 6 ) +  

For each Expense Month includod in tho 6 Month Reviaw Period, lilt the appropriatn componontn of the 
Environmontal Debt Barvioe Componontn. 
At the 2 Yoar Review, provido thin infornution for the wntirm rmvlow period. 
Do Not Include Baoe Period infornution on thir achedula. 



EB porn  5 . 1  

BIQ RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION - ENVIRONMENTAL BURCHARQE 
81X MONTH AND TWO YEAR REVIEW 

RECAP OF POLLUTION CONTROL OPERATINQ EXPENBEB AND AMORTIZATION OF ALLOWANCE SALE PROCEED8 
For the Period through 

Currant Expense Month Monthly Amortizatlon of Monthly Amortization of 
Allowance Proceeds Carrying Charge I 

For each Expense Month included in either the 6 Month or 2 Year Review Period, lint tha information indicated. 
Do Not include B a ~ e  Period information on these echedulee. 



E8 Projmat 

BIQ RIVER8 ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
NEW POLLUTION CONTROL CAPITAL I E I v G B T " T 8  

PROJECT TITLE and DISCRIPTIONI IF-- 
Dollar Amount of Projact 
[Domignat. am ActU.1 (A) or 
Entimatad (E) I 

Lint Applicabla Environmantal 

Limt Applicabla Environmantal Permitlw) 

Indicata Conatruction Schadula 

Ragul a t ion 

[DaBignatO am ACtUml (AI Or 
Emtimatad (E) 1 
Indicata Pollutant or Wamta By-Product 
to ba Controlled by Projact 

Daaignato tho Affactad aanarating 
station and tho Control Facility 

Liat All Internal Engineering or 
Economic Btudiem Complatad in Support of 
tho Projact 
[Big Rivarn mhould bo prapaead to 
provide accamn to any lietad mtudy 
i f  SO rawamtad; 

Identify the Hanagemant Authority who 
Approved the Projact 

Identify tho Commimmion Can0 NOl.1. 
where Certificate of Nacammity wan 

Lint an Internal Work Order Numbarm 1 Applicagla to the Project 
A meparata form i m  to ba complated for aach propomad project. 
Attach additional ahaata an nacammary. 

Submitted Byr 

Title! 

Data tlubmittadr 


